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I. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
A. Nature of the Case 
The ultimate question posed by this case is: what are the evidentiary requirements for a 
debt buyer to obtain a judgment in a contested case? 
Portfolio Recovery Associates, LLC ("PR.A") is an out-of-state debt buyer (a purchaser of 
charged off credit card accounts) that sued Idaho resident Lloyd MacDonald on the basis that 
PR.A allegedly purchased his old Citibank credit card account. PRA filed a complaint which 
could loosely be considered a breach of contract claim. 
PR.A is one of the nation's largest buyers of defaulted loans, credit card accounts, car loans 
and other debts, which it purchases from creditors at a substantial discount to the face value 
of the debts. PR.A has also purchased in the past from other debt buyers. It then attempts 
to collect these debts. Consent Ordet~ Consumer Financial Protection Bureau v. Portfolio 
Recovery Associates, 2015-CFPB-0023, para. 24. 
PR.A uses dozens of law firms across the country to file approximately 3,000 
suits every week. Consumers respond to less than six percent of those actions. In 2012 
alone, PRA's internal and external counsel filed over 160,000 debt collection lawsuits in 
state and local courts. Id. at para. 44. 
No specific data appears to be kept on the number of cases PR.A and other debt buyers file 
annually in Idaho, but Appellant's counsel estimates the number to be 6-8,000. 
B. The Course of Proceedings Below 
Portfolio Recovery Associates, LLC v. Lloyd H. MacDonald, Bonneville County Case 
No. CV-14-1100-0C, was filed on February 20, 2014. Through counsel, Mr. MacDonald filed 
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an answer and discovery requests on March 6, 2014. After the completion of discovery, Mr. 
MacDonald filed a motion for summarv · which was on 10, 2014. 
The magistrate court denied Defendant's motion for summary judgment and granted 
summary judgment in favor of Plaintiff in a ruling from the bench. Mr. McDonald filed a 
Notice of Appeal on June 17, 2014. 
The district court, sitting in its appellate capacity, affirmed the lower court's ruling in a 
written decision on December 23, 2014. An appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court was then 
timely filed. 
C. Statement of the Facts 
Mr. MacDonald opened a credit card account with Citibank, N .A. in October 2004, with 
an account number ending in "2766." PRA alleges the last payment was made in October 2012, 
but did not provide an account statement showing that. PRA alleges it purchased Mr. 
MacDonald's account (along with hundreds or thousands of other accounts) in June 2013. 
IL ISSUES ON APPEAL 
A. Did the lower court err in allowing documents without proper foundation and 
authentication to be considered on summary judgment, contrary to IRCP 56(e)? 
B. Did the lower court err in ruling that Portfolio Recovery Associates had established 
that it is the real party in interest and had standing to file suit? 
C. Did the lower court err in admitting records under the business records exception to 
the hearsay rule, IRE 803(6)? 
D. Is Appellant entitled to attorney fees on appeal? 
APPELLANT'S BRIEF -2-
III. ARGUMENT 
Standard of review 
The standard of review applicable when this Court re,TiC\vs the decision of a district court 
sitting in its capacity as an appellate court is as follows: 
The Supreme Court reviews the trial court (magistrate) record to determine whether there 
is substantial and competent e,ridence to support the magistrate's findings of fact and 
whether the magistrate's conclusions of law follow from those findings. If those findings 
are so supported and the conclusions follow therefrom and if the district court affirmed 
the magistrate's decision, we affirm the district court's decision as a matter of procedure. 
Pela_yo v. Pela_yo, 154 Idaho 855, 858-59, 303 P.3d 214, 217-218 (2013) (citations omitted). 
Thus, this Court does not review the decision of the magistrate court. Bail~y v. Bailey, 153 
Idaho 526, 529, 284 P.3d 970, 973 (2012). Rather, the Supreme Court is procedurally bound to 
affirm or dismiss the decisions of the district court. f d. 
The standard of review in an appeal from an order granting summary judgment is de novo. 
Shea v. Kevic Corp., 156 Idaho 540, 544, 328 P.3d 520, 524 (2014). Summary judgment is proper 
"if the pleadings, depositions, and admissions on file, together with any affidavits, if any, show 
that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a 
judgment as a matter oflaw." IRCP 56(c). 
"Summary judgment proceedings are decided on the basis of admissible e,Tidence.'' 
Campbell v. Kvamme, 155 Idaho 692,696,316 P.3d 104, 108 (2013). "The admissibility of 
evidence contained in affidavits and depositions in support of or in opposition to a motion for 
summary judgment is a threshold matter to be addressed before applying the liberal 
construction and reasonable inferences rule to determine whether the evidence creates a 
genuine issue of material fact for trial." Fr«gnel!t1 v. PetroJJit'h, 153 Idaho 266,271,281 P.3d 103, 
108 (2012). "This Court applies an abuse of discretion standard when determining whether 
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testimony offered in connection with a motion summary judgment is admissible." 
1 0, 15, 175 P.3d 77 court not 
its discretion if it (1) correctly perceives the issue as discretionary, (2) acts within the bounds of 
discretion and applies the correct legal standards, and (3) reaches the decision through an 
exercise of reason." 0 'Connor v. [-fa,:ger Constr., Inc., 145 Idaho 904, 909, 188 P.3d 846, 851 
(2008). 
B. The affidavit of a Citibank employee did not meet the requirements of 
Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 56(e). 
Summary judgment motions are governed by Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 56. Subsection 
e of that rule lays out the form of affidavits if a party chooses to support or defend a motion to 
summary judgment with an affidavit. 
Affidavits supporting or opposing a sun1mary judgment motion must be made on personal 
knowledge, must set forth such facts as would be admissible in evidence, and must show 
affirmatively tl1at ilie affiant is competent to testify to the matters stated. Idaho Rule of Civil 
Procedure 56(e). These requirements "are not satisfied by an affidavit that is conclusory, based on 
hearsay, and not supported by personal knowledge." State v. Shama Res. Ltd. P'ship, 127 Idaho 267, 
271, 899 P.2d 977, 981 (1995). See also Sp1inkler IrriJ,,ation Co., Inc. v. John Deere Ins. Co., Inc., 139 Idaho 
691, 696-97, 85 P.3d 667, 672-73 (2004), and Oats v. Nissan A1otor Cotp. in U.S.A., 126 Idaho 162, 
166,879 P.2d 1095, 1099 (1994). 
Furthermore, the last sentence of IRCP 56(e) states that "sworn or certified copies of all 
papers or parts thereof referred to in an affidavit shall be attached thereto or served therewith." 
For ease of reference, Appellant is rncluding the Affidavit of Citibank employee Chad 
Robertson as Exhibit A to this brief. The first two paragraphs lay out the job duties of Mr. 
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Robertson and provide language parroting that IRE 803(6). The meat 1S 
3. Citibank's records reflect that a credit card account ending in account number 2766 
(the "Account") was sold to Portfolio Recovery Associates, LLC on or about 
6/27/2013. At the time the Account was sold, Citibank prepared and forwarded to 
Portfolio Recovery },ssociates, LLC a spreadsheet reflecting Account information as 
of the sale date based on Citibank's records, including, among other things, the 
Account number, Account balance, the date of the last payment, the Account 
holder's name, and Social Security number (the "Account Information"). The 
Account Information reflects that the _:\ccount was opened on 10/4/2005. The 
Account Information reflects that the Account holder's name at the time of the sale 
was LLOYD J\1ACD0N .ALD, with a Social Security number ending: 
4. The Account Information indicates that, as of the date the Account was sold, there 
was due and payable on the Account $3,776.29. 
5. The Account information reflects that, as of the date the .Account was sold, the last 
Account payment received by Citibank posted to the Account on October 2, 2012. 
The affidavit of Robertson did not have the documents referred to attached to it or 
served with it. Rather, the affidavit was Exhibit 1 to Plaintiff's object to Defendant's motion 
for summary judgment, while documents which supported the information in the affidavit were 
presented as separate exhibits. There is no corresponding document which provides when the 
account was opened, nor is there a document with Mr. MacDonald's social security number. 
The affidavit likely comes from information contained on a computer screen. Specifically, as 
evidence of that is the fact the affidavit states that a spreadsheet is prepared with account 
review documents, but rather reviewed information in a spreadsheet or computer database which is 
a compilation of evidence from documents. Appellant could find no Idaho case law on 
authenticating electronically stored information, not e,Tn tangentially related to the instant case, 
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Court in re was if an 
American Express employee during a trial was sufficient to authenticate computerized records as 
business records. \'vhile authenticating paper records is fairly straightforward and has been dealt with 
for decades, authenticating electronic evidence is still a relatively new concept. The Court turned to 
evidentiary expert Edward J. lmwinkclried, who "perceives electronic records as a form of scientific 
evidence and discerns an eleven-step foundation for computer records:" 
1. The business uses a computer. 
2. The computer is reliable. 
3. The business has developed a procedure for inserting data into the computer. 
4. The procedure has built-in safeguards to ensure accuracy and identify errors. 
5. The business keeps the computer in a good state of repair. 
6. The witness had the computer readout certain data. 
7. The witness used the proper procedures to obtain the readout. 
8. The computer was in working order at the time the witness obtained the readout. 
9. The witness recognizes the exhibit as the readout. 
10. The witness explains how he or she recognizes the readout. 
11. If the readout contains strange symbols or terms, the witness explains the meaning of the 
symbols or terms for the trier of fact. 
In re Vee Vinhnee, 336 B.R. 437, 446 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2005)(quoting Edward J. Imwinkelried, 
Evidcntiary Foundations § 4.03[2J (5th ed.2002) 
In particular the Court focused on the fourth factor and said that it would expect a qualified 
witness to be able to testify about "computer policy and system control procedures, including 
control of access to the database, control of access to the program, recording and logging of 
changes, backup practices, and audit procedures to assure the continuing integrity of the records." 
Id Given that the witness did not know anything about the computer system or its integrity, the 
Court found his testimony not useful. Also relevant, the Court noted that given the fact affidavits 
used for rules 803(6) and 902(11) should be closely scrutinized as there is no opportunity for cross-
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examination by the Defendant. While a 'qualified' witness or person under Rules 803(6) and 902(11) 
that the 
person is sufficiently knowledgeable about the subject of the testimony. Id. at 448. 
In the instant case, Mr. Robertson has given an inadequate foundation for the information 
he provides. He says nothing to indicate he has any knowledge of the accuracy and reliability of the 
computer system, how the information gets into the computer, and how he would have any idea if 
the information was correct. 
Perhaps this court might question why it matters whether the documents are attached to the 
affidavit matters or not. Attaching the documents to the affidavit shows that it is likely those 
documents are the source of the affiant's knowledge. Likewise, the fact Mr. Robertson refers to 
records he has reviewed, but does not disclose those records, leads to questions of what the source 
of his knowledge is and whether it is reliable and authentic. 
Not only is the affidavit of J\fr. Robertson's insufficient as a business records affidavit, but 
the affidavit itself is hearsay and should be deemed inadmissible. The affidavit merely describes what 
certain records allegedly reflect about the account inform.ation of Mr. MacDonald, without attaching 
copies of the actual records from his account. This is the epitome of hearsay. It is no different from 
a witness testifying at trial, describing the contents of a document not presented nor admitted into 
evidence. The affidavit was signed on April 7, 2014, discussing events which happened years prior. It 
was not made at or near the time the information was transmitted to the business and therefore is 
not a business record. 
C. Portfolio Recovery Associates failed to establish that it is the real party in interest 
and has standing to bring this action. 
In a case such as this and thousands of other debt buyer cases filed annually in Idaho, it is 
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important that the Plaintiff proves that has a legal right to collect on an account. 
"Standing presents essentially a the to the 
action." Student Loan Fund q/ldaho, Inc. v. Pr!yelte 125 Idaho 824, 826, 875 P.2d 236, 238 
(Ct. App. 1994). The doctrine of standing is closely entwined with the merits of this case 
because PRA must assert an actionable inJury for which 1t 1s entitled to relief. This concept was 
explained in Miles v. Idaho Power, 116 Idaho at 641, 778 P.2d at 763: 
The essence of the standing inquiry is whether the party seeking to invoke the court's 
iurisdiction has "alle2:ed such a nersonal stake in the outcome of the contruversv as to 
! L-' ..L ,/ 
assure the concrete adversariness which sharpens the presentation upon which the court 
so depends for illumination of difficult constitutional questions." As refined by 
subsequent reformation, this requirement of "personal stake" has become to be 
understood to require not only a "distinct palpable injury" to the plaintiff, but also a 
"fairly traceable" causal connection between the claim injury and the challenged conduct. 
(Citations omitted.) 
Thus, to satisfy the case or controversy requirement of standing, litigants generally must 
allege or demonstrate an injury in fact and a substantial likelihood that the judicial relief 
request will prevent or redress the claimed injury. 
Id. ( quoting Duke Po1ver Co. v. Carolina Envtl. Study GroNp, 438 U.S. 59, 79 (1978)) 
Because an "injury in fact" or a "distinct palpable injury" is an essential part of standing, 
any documents produced by PR.t\. in order to prove it has standing must be offered for the 
proof of the matter asserted. So the affidavit of Robertson, the generic bill of sale, and the 
credit card statements cannot be said to be offered for an independent legal significance or any 
other reason PRA may offer, but rather are only be offered to prove their case. Hearsay is 
defined in Idaho R. Evid. 801(c) as "a statement, other than one made by the declarant while 
testifying at the trial or hearing, offered in e·vidence to prove the truth of the matter asserted." 
The rule defines a statement as "an oral or written assertion." Idaho R. Evid. 801 (a)(l). Mr. 
Robertson' statements are made for the sole purpose of attempting to prove the truth of the 
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matter and are therefore inadmissible bill sale statements are 
as 
The bill of sale referenced a list of accounts, but did not provide that list. Perhaps that list 
included J\fr. MacDonald's name, but that information was not provided. PRA did provide an 
affidavit of Patricia Hall that states that Citibank sold accounts to Portfolio Recovery Associates on 
July 27, 2013, but makes no mention of any accounts allegedly belonging to Mr. MacDonald. 
Numerous states, including Georgia, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Ohio, and Florida 
have held that a bill of sale which refers to a list of accounts without actually producing said list 
or the list showing the account of the Defendant is not sufficient to show ownership of the 
debt. see e.g., Hutto v. CACV of Colorado, LLC, 308 Ga. App. 469, 707 S.E.2d 872 (2011); 
Kimhow C01p. v. Raw;i, 2012 Mass. App. Di,'. 48 (1\Iarch 19, 2012); Cttda & Associates, LLC v. 
Lumpkin, 2011 Conn. Super. LEXIS 3025, *9-10 (November 29, 2011); National Check Bureau v. 
Ruth, 2009 Ohio 4171, 2009 Ohio .App. LEXIS 3506 (Ct. App., 9th Dist., Aug. 19, 2009); 
Un[fimd CCR Partners v. Cavender, 14 Fla.L. Weekly Supp. 975b (Orange Cty. July 20, 2007). 
A recent decision out of the Supreme Court of Missouri provides a road map on how to 
handle credit card collections that the Defendant urges this Court to follow: 
In cases that involve a party attempting to recover on an account owed to some other 
party, "proof of an assignment of the account is essential to a recovery." 1vlidwestern Health 
Mgmt., Im: v. Walker, 208 S.W.3d 295, 298 (l\fo.App.2006). The party must show clearly 
through a valid assignment it is the rightful owner of the account at issue. C. & W AJ:ret 
Acquisition, U~C v. Somo,gyi, 136 S.W.3d 134, 140 (Mo.App.2004). In cases that involve 
multiple assignments, there must be proof of the validity of assignment every time the rights 
to collect the debt are transferred. 5 ee A1itchell v. St. J_,0uis A1;gtts Pttb. Co., 459 S.W.2d 1, 5-6 
(l\fo.App.1970). In other words, every link in the chain between the party to which the debt 
was originally owed and the party trying to collect the debt must be proven by competent 
evidence in order to demonstrate standing. lf/alket~ 208 S.\'v.3d at 298. 
C1CH, LLC v. Askew, 358 S.W.3d 58, 61-62 (Mo. 2012), reh'g denied (l\far. 6, 2012) 
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The Court in Askew held that even though 
listed the accounts allegedly assigned, 
had a spreadsheet with the bill of sale 
so it 
did not qualify as a business record because an employee of CACH was not a qualified witness. In 
the cases at hand, neither Plaintiff even produced the spreadsheet showing accounts named. 
"Authentication or identification of documentary evidence is a condition precedent to its 
admissibility." Harris, Inc., v. Foxhollow Constr. e.:'.,= Trucki1zg, Inc., 151 Idaho 761,770,264 P.3d 
400, 409 (2011) (citing I.R.E. 901). 
Standing is not a mere procedural technicality, it is a required element of every lawsuit 
and can be raised as a defense at any stage of the litigation. Recall that Mr. Robertson's affidavit 
explained that Citibank created a spreadsheet of account information which it provided PRA as 
part of the sale. What is to stop Citibank from selling that same spreadsheet to PRA's 
competitors? Or for PRA to sell the spreadsheet to another debt buyer? It is imperative that 
Idahoans not be at risk of multiple law suits or judgments on the same debt if an unscrupulous 
debt collector re-sells a debt and still tries to collect on it. Ensuring that a plaintiff can trace its 
ownership rights is fundamental to protecting the rights of all Idahoans. 
D. The credit card statements were not admissible under IRE 803(6). 
The district court held that PRA had proven there was a contract, breach, and the specific 
amount of damages by use of credit card statements. The court determined that those documents 
were hearsay, but the business records exception 
applied and made the documents adn:iissible. 
Idaho Rules of EYidence 803(6) and 902(11) 
IRE 803(6) requires that the record be created: "at or near the tin1-e by, or from information 
transmitted by, a person with knowledge, if kept in the course of a regularly conducted business 
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regular practice 
must be a 
witness. This Court explained what makes one a qualified witness in Henderson v. 
The records or reports sought to be admitted into evidence under the business records 
exception to the hearsay rule need not be authenticated by the person who made the records, 
but it is necessary that the records be authenticated by a person who has custody of the 
record as a regular part of his or her work or who has supervision of its creation. The 
custodian of the records may testify and explain the record keeping processes of the 
organization and need not have personal knowledge of the actual creation of the document 
when the record was made. The requirement 1s that the person testifying have the knowledge 
of the record keeping system. 
Henderson v. Smith, 128 Idaho 444, 450, 915 P.2d 6, 12 (1996)(internal citations omitted). 
The problem is, Mr. Robertson's affidavit makes no reference to the credit card statements 
or makes any effort to authenticate them. The mere fact the affidavit contains same information as 
the credit card statements does not mean the affidavit is authenticating the credit card statements or 
that Mr. Robertson even reviewed the credit card statements before signing his affidavit. The 
Robertson affidavit does not say that he is a custodian of records, it says he has "knowledge of, and 
access to, business records relating to the Citibank account referenced above." He does not say what 
those records are. 
"Formation of a contract is generally a question of fact for the trier of fact to resolve." 
Inland Title Co. v. Comstock, 116 Idaho 701, 702, P.2d 15, 16 (1989). "Formation of a valid 
contract requires that there be a meeting of the minds as evidenced by a manifestation of 
mutual intent to contract. This manifestation the of an offer and acceptance." Id. at 
703, 779 P.2d at 17. 
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The elements for a claim for breach of contract are: (a) the existence 
breach the contract, (c) the amount 
damages. Mosel! Equities, LLC v. Berryhill & Co., Inc., 154 Idaho 269, 297 P.3d 232 
(2013)(quoting O'Del!v. Basabe, 119 Idaho 796,813,810 P.2d 1082, 1099 (1991)). 
contract, 
Simply put, PRA failed to meet the elements of a breach of contract because it provided no 
admissible evidence to support its position. 
E. Appellant is entitled to attorney's fees on appeal. 
If found to be the prevailing party, Appellant requests an award of attorney's fees on 
appeal pursuant to LC. § 12-120(1) and/ or LC. § 12-120(3). 
Under LC. § 12-120(1), fees are mandatory for the prevailing party in matters plead for 
less than $35,000. The total sum plead by Plaintiff, after the matters consolidated was less than 
$4,000. LC. § 12-120(3) allows for the prevailing party to recover reasonable attorney's fees in 
any action to recover on a "contract relating to the purchase or sale of goods, wares, 
merchandise, or services ... , the prevailing party shall be allowed a reasonable attorney's fee to 
be set by the court, to be taxed and collected as costs." 
In the instant case, Portfolio Recovery Associates obtained a judgment against Mr. 
MacDonald. Had the lower court ruled in his favor, Mr. MacDonald would have completely 
avoided liability, which is a significant value and should be rewarded accordingly. 
Avoiding liability is a significant benefit to a defendant. In baseball, it is said that a walk is as 
good as a hit. The latter, of course, is more exciting. In litigation, avoiding liability is as good 
for a defendant as winning a money judgment is for a plaintiff. The point is, while a plaintiff 
with a large money judgment may be more exalted than a defendant who simply walks out of 
court no worse for the wear, courts must not ignore the value of a successful defense. 
Eighteen Afile Ranch, IJ~C v. Nord Excavatit{g Paving, Inc., 141 Idaho 716, 719, 117 P.3d 130, 
133 (2005). 
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The transaction qualifies I.C. § as a 
senrice. In v. Blue Cross 
providing of insurance to the Eriksens as being a service. Eriksen v. Bl!!e Cross ~/Idaho f-iealth Semr., 
Ini~, 116 Idaho 693, 694-95, 778 P.2d 815, 816-17 (Ct. App. 1989). Here, the agreement between 
Citibank and Mr. MacDonald would provide funds to stores, restaurants, and the like whenever ]\fr. 
MacDonald wanted to make purchases and that J\lr. MacDonald would pay Citibank after receiving 
a written statement. This is a service Citibank provided. _.All service contracts are encompassed by 
I.C. § 12-120(3). 
Idaho Code sections 12-120(1) and 12-120(3) both mandate an award of attorney's fees to 
the prevailing party. S~faris Unlimited, LLC v. Von]oms, 158 Idaho 846,851,353 P.3d 1080, 1085 
(2015), Med. Recovery Servs., U~C v. Bonneville Bi1li1zg Collections, Inc., 1 Idaho 395,401,336 P.3d 
802, 808 (2014). 
IV. CONCLUSION 
Based on the argument above, Appellant Lloyd l'vfacDonald requests this Court reverse 
the ruling of the lower court granting summary judgment in favor of Portfolio Recovery 
Associates, and remand with instructions to grant summary judgment in favor of Mr. 
MacDonald. 
DATED this day of January, 2016. 
Attorney for Appellant 




ST A TE OF MISSOURI 
)ss. 
COUNTY OFPL1\TTE. 
Account Holder: LLOYD MACDONALD 
SSNIEINtrlN #: XXX·XX·89BO 
The undersigned, __ c_1rn_d_R_o_bll_rt_s_o_» ____ _ 
AFFlDAVIT 
Acc6\m! ft ending in 2766 
-' being sworn, slates and deposes as follows: 
1. 1 nm 1ln <:>mployee of Citib~nk, N.A. ("Citibmik"), n niHimia! hank located in .%,mt Fn!ls, Snntb D:1~orn, and ! nm ll!!!hofr.:ed 
to make this Affidavit. My job title is Document Comroi Officer. My job re,ponsibilittes include reviewing und ob1nining 
account information in Citibank's records as it relntes 10 credit card accounts O\mcd or previously owned by Ci!ibank. This 
includes accounts previously owned by Citib~nk (South Dakota}, N.A., witich merged into Citibank in or about July 20 l l. 
The statements set forth in this affidn.vit are true and cmrect (u the !:Jest of my knowledge, information and belief ba~ed on 
either personal knowledge or review of the business records of Citibank. 
2. My duties include having knowledge of, and access to, business records relating to the Citibank account rcfcrem:ed above. 
These records urc kept by Citibank in the rcgul;u course of business and it was in the regular course of business of Chib'ank 
for nn employee or representative with personal knowledge of tile, act, event, condition, or opinion recorded to make 
memorandum or records or to trnnsmit information rl1erc0f to be mcludcd in such memorandum or records: and that the 
records were made at or near the time of the act and/or ,went recorded or reasonably soon U1erMt\cr, 
3. Citibnnk's records reflect that a credit card m:count ending in account number 2766 (the "Account") was so!d to Portfo!io 
Recovery Associates, LLC on or abom 6127tJ.O l 3. At the time the Account wns sold, Cttibnnk prepared Md forwarded to 
Portfolio Recovery Associalcs, LLC a spreadsheet reflec!i:ig Aceom:t information a:; of the sale date based on Cl!itmnk's 
records, including, among otber things, the Account number, Account balance, tbe datf of the last payment, the Account 
holder's nnmc, and SodnJ number (the "Account !nformr.tion''), Tile Accou:it Information reflects th,tt the 
Account was opened on The Account lnfomiation reilects rhm the Account holder's name at time of the sn!e 
was LLOYD MACDONALD, wit11 a Social Sccuri:y mimber ending: 
4. The Account Information indicates !hnt, as of the date Ille /\ccount was soid, there wa, due imd pHyable en !he Account 
. $3,776.29. 
5. The Account information reflects that. a, of the date tlR: Account was sold, the last A.ccount payment received by Citibank 
posted to the Account on ! O!V20 ! 2. 
{ solemnly nffirm-under !he penalties of perjury thnt the cQntents of the foregoing paper are true. 
Signf!ture 
·Name 
STATE OF MISSOURI ) 
)ss. 
COUNTY OFPLA'nE 
A . ~ ,/ 
On this / duy of _J}f_!f.. 1 \ __ , 20!_'t_, before the undersigned Notary Public in and for the swte of Missouri, 
personally appcnrcd Chat! ~ollortson ·-' known to me iO be the person who c.~ecutcd the Affklavi1 on bclinlf of 
Citibank, and acknowledged to me that hefshc c;,.,ccutcd the same for the plll'poscs therein stated . 
OAROLYN E. HUGHES 
Notaty Pub!lc·t101a1y Sea! 
Stale ol Missouri, Jackson County 
CommlHlon Ii \4927304 
My Commission E~ptm Jan 26, 2018 
Not.iry Public 
My Commission Expires: 
